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SIR: 

This Petition is being filed to request reconsideration of the Restriction 
Requirement dated October 3, 2001 . The Restriction Requirement indicated that 
the application contained claims directed to twenty patentably distinct species. 

In response Applicant elected for further prosecution the claims 
corresponding to Species A. Applicant believes that claims 1 and 42 correspond 
to Species A. This election was made with traverse. 

At the time that Applicant filed its response, Applicant respectfully 
requested a modified election requirement. Specifically, Applicant respectfully 
asserted that it woul3 be" appropriate to designate the claims as corresponding to 
two groups, namely Group IJFigs. 1-40 and 44-50) and Group II (Figs. 41-43). 
Claim 1 is a generic claim corresponding to the core and claim 42 is a generic 
claim corresponding to the motor. Claim 16 is generic to claims 2 and 15. Claim 
45 is generic to claims 43 and 44. 

Notwithstanding the above, claims 1 and 42 are generic. Specifically, 
claim 1 is generic to claims 16, 17, and 35, and claim 42 is generic to claims 45, 
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46, and 48. Claims 2 and 15 are generic to claim 16 while claims 43 and 44 are 
generic to claim 45. 

Thus, while claims 1 and 42 are readable on Species A, Applicants 
respectfully assert that a Species corresponding to Figs. 1-40 and 44-50 should 
have appeared in the election requirement and that Applicants would have elected 
claims 1, 2, 15, 16, 17, 35, 42, 45, 43, 44, 46, and 48 if given the opportunity to 
make such an election. The Examiner's failure to so designate the Species is 
erroneous. 

In response to Applicants' request, the Examiner made the restriction final. 
The Examiner incorrectly understood Applicants 5 position that claim 1 is generic 
to claims 16, 17, and 35, claim 42 is generic to claims 45, 46, and 48, claims 2 and 
15 are generic to claim 16, and claims 43 and 44 are generic to claim 45. Rather, 
the Examiner understood that "Applicant identified a number of claims such as 
claims 2, 15, 16, 17, 35, 45, 46, 48 as genetic [sic] claims." Office Action dated 
February 1 1, 2002 at page 2. The Examiner further stated that "identified genetic 
claims by Applicant that have been evidently shown many embodiments are 
claimed." Based on this erroneous interpretation of Applicants' statement the 
Examiner made 'he requirement final. 
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In view of the errors made by the Examiner in the original requirement and 
in making the requirement final, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of 
the Restriction Requirement. 



Re4>ectfully Sub: 




JLE/dlm/lm 
Dated: May 1,2002 
Suite 301 

One Westlakes, Berwyn 
P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482-0980 
(610) 407-0700 

The Assistant Commissioner for Patents is 
hereby authorized to charge payment to 
Deposit Account No. 18-0350 of any fees 
associated with this communication. 




Lawrence E. Ashery, Reg. No. 3^ 
Jacques L. Etkowicz, Reg. Nc; 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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